The ad-hoc proliferation of high-security biological labs must be controlled, and should be tied in more closely to broader research and public-health goals.
own agendas, building biosecurity facilities with insufficient consideration for one another's plans or asking whether so much overall new lab capacity is needed -especially given the attendant risks of proliferation, accidental human infections and lab escapes.
The relevant authorities should undertake a much broader evaluation of such questions across institutions, focusing on how many and what sort of facilities are needed, if any at all; where they should be located; and how they could be coordinated to best suit the goals of broader research and public-health agendas. In the EU, for example, BSL-4 labs are currently concentrated in western and northern Europe. But they are lacking in southern and eastern Europe, where the BSL-4 class Crimean-Congo haemorrhagic fever virus is endemic.
Fortunately, such evaluation seems to be getting on the agenda. The EU has created a pilot for a proposed EU-wide network, the 'European research infrastructure on highly pathogenic agents' (ERINHA), which seeks to better coordinate the construction and operation of BSL-4 labs (see page 146). This is a step in the right direction, and should be complemented by a similar initiative for Europe's BSL-3 labs. Meanwhile, the General Accounting Office report recommends that the National Security Advisor, in consultation with federal agencies, designate a single body to evaluate all US high-containment labs. This recommendation should be taken forward.
In both cases, the logic of having some sort of overarching oversight structure is sound. Such structures could also provide much-needed mechanisms for the sharing of best safety and security practices and experience. Excessive oversight is undesirable. But the uncontrolled growth of labs, and the spate of instances of lax security in the United States in recent years (see Nature 461, 577; 2009), indicate the need for greater independent oversight, and less laissez-faire.
■

No turning back
Spain should not use the recession as an excuse to stall plans to boost its scientific enterprise. During the Socialists' first term in office, for example, they doubled the science budget to just over €8 billion (US$12 billion), pushing it above 1.1% of the country's gross domestic product (GDP) and much closer to the European Union average of 1.8% of GDP. The party was re-elected in 2008, having pledged to cut bureaucracy and push funding for research to a target of 2% of GDP. Almost immediately it set up the Ministry of Science and Innovation, finally extracting science from under the purview of the education ministry. Cristina Garmendia, a molecular biologist who has founded several successful biotechnology companies, was appointed as head of the new ministry.
Since then, however, the momentum has been lost. Garmendia's political inexperience has shown. She was slow to build up a functioning ministry, and has not developed the necessary political clout to convince the government, now grappling with the global recession, to stick to its vision for science.
Granted, the government has bolstered financial support for the country's budding biotechnology and other high-tech industries. But 
